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1.) There are two VERY DIFFERENT Relay Services in existence. The
C~mmissienis~nsed betwffll the tw~different"SYstems, and their
assistance service provision.

Initially, due to the fact that the community of individuals with Hearing Loss have .
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1
those assistance providers 2 commonly advocate ON THEIR OWN BEHALF as well

2 . as Of} bebalfof the persons with hearing loss whom they are "supposed" to serve

3

4

5

without conflict of interest, the Commission established the "Relay Services for the

deaf and hard of hearing population" first.

Since the VAST MAJORITY of the deaf and hard of hearing population has

6
. normal, clear and understandable speech, the vast majority of the services of the

7
"DHH (deaf and hard of hearing) Relay Services" should be focused on RECEJYfIVE

.8

9 communication, and on the expansion ofVCO (voice carry-over) services as a top

10 priority, particularly since most of the future users will expand this need, since there

II are many fewer early-deafened individuals than ever before in history, and those who

12 are affected by hearing loss or deafened after age 6 (and most experience hearing loss

13

14

15

1

17

18

19

after reaching full adulthood) DO NOT understand or primarily use "American Sign

. Language," do not require ""interpreters," and can speak clearly and understandably.

The obvious "preference" of the FCC for continuing to fund massive and

extraordinarily expensive services for the very few individuals who really need "sign

language" for communication is an utter waste of taxpayer funding, as well as causing

huge amounts of abuse of the system by "sign language interpreters" and other
20

people who have perfectly normal hearing and speaking ability, but who utilize the
21

current "Culturally Deaf' Relay Services both for making "free telephone calls," and
22
23 also for communicating WITH EACH OTHER to avoid voice telephone charges, and

24· especially for e.arning more money for themselves by making these aillsand then

25 telling the FCC that there are more "deaf' users than is actually the case. These

26

T7 I See Telecommunications Relay Services and Speech-to-Speech Services for Individuals with
28 Hearing and Speech Disabilities, CG Docket No. 03-123, et aI., Notice ofProposed Rulemaking,

FCC 08-149 (ReI. June 24, 2008) ("NPRM").
2 They call themselves "ASL Interpretel"s" or "American Sign Language Interpreters," which is

a designation of a NON-ENGLISH "cultural" form of communication.
2



,

1

2

3

4

5·

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Fraudulent activities are well known within the community of persons with hearing

loss, and constitute government taxpayer funding waste, wIDch must be prevented

much more fully and with much more government oversight.

2.) The existing services provided for persons with ONLY hearing loss are
inadequate and must be revised.

Most of the "deaf and hard of hearing" relay services are aggressively advertising

a socia-political "DeafCutture/ASL" agenda on their websites, particularly the i711

Relay Service, even though, as stated above, the vast majority of individuals with

hearing loss DO NOT understand or utilize "ASL" and have never participated in

"Deaf Culture." The numbers of individuals with early-onset bilateral (both ears)

profound{}eafness is dwindling rapidly, and many cbiklren of the next and future

generations are taking full and proper advantage of the new cochlear implant

technologies to obtain a clear and understandable speaking voice, which they can use

very well with the VCO Relay Services (see, e.g., http://www.oraldeafed.org).

Therefore, the continual funding support of the FCC for outrageously aggressive

advertising for the "sign language-based" Relay Services is out of date and represents

a lack of transparency and oversight as to how many ACfUAL users of these

"signing" Relay Services exist in the general population of the USA. Statistical data

must be obtained, through independent and unbiased sources, as those who are

receiving the funding from the FCC for these "signing-based" Relay Services will

obviously never tell the truth to the FCC in order to preserve their4'ree government

money."

27 III

28 III
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many others, such as those who were early-deafened and who have a combination
1
2 . speech and hearing dualdi~HtyBUT WHO USE THEIR OWN VOICES, THINK

3 IN AND SPEAK IN THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE, AND WHO ARE

4 CATEGORIZED AS "AURAL/ORAL DEAF" AND NOT "signing deaf," who

5· belong in this category and who should be accommodated to utilize specialized DHH
6

Revoicersand receive receptive information by TEXT relay linked to the DHHSTS
7

Relay section.
8
9 There is a HUGE population of individuals with Speech and/or Voice disabilities

10 who have not been reached properly - more than 42 MILLION of them in theVnite

11 .. States, due to the FCC "preference" (which is highly illegal) for the "signing-based"

12 Relay Services.

13
There has not been ANY significant attention paid to Dr. Robert Segalman (who is

14
15 the known expert on communications for persons with Speech and/or Voice

1 disabilities), most probably because the FCC doesn't want to "bother" trying to

17 communicate with this esteemed individual because he, himself has a speech and voice

18 disability. But that kind of exclusion is utterly prohibited by the Americans With

19 Disabilities Act, the federal Developmental Disabilities Act of 2000, the new

20
Amendments to the Americans With Disabilities Act, and many other laws and

21
22 regulations, in addition to the "Telecommunications Act."

23 STS Relay should not be any kind of "Subsidiary" of the "other relay services for

24 people with hearing loss." STS Relay, and its own subsidiary, DHH STS Relay,

25 should be entirely SEPARATE and SEPARATELY FUNDED, with its own budget

26 granted to the current Speech Communication Assistance by Telephone, Inc. to
27

. affirmatively reach and train the more than 42 MILLION people with Speech and/or
28

Voice disabilities to communicate through the telephone system in the USA.

5



Further, there are great differences between persons with SPEECH disabilities

(who have a voice, who produce vocal output, but who have "unclear" speech), and

those with VOICE disabilities (who have little or no vocal output).

• Persons with SPEECH disabilities unquestionably require a Professional

Revoicer, as they have a voice and should be enabled to use their own voice.

Service Providers for the "other" Relay Services for persons with ONLY

hearing loss are not trained to be Professional Revoicers, and often have

•
6



7

• difficulties listening to other people auditorily, which is why most of those

people [<Jeus on "sign language" and not on listening.

• Persons with VOICE disabilities usually utilize computerized or other types of

"voice output" or "speech output" equipment, most of which is completely

UNKNOWN to the people who run those "other" types of Relay Services.

Such persons obviously require EXTRA TIME for communications, as typing

can be FAR slower than verbal speech in most conversations.

• Most of the 42 MILLION (plus) people with Speech and Voice disabilities have

never learned any kind of "sign language," have never used any kind of "sign

language," and most do not have any intention of doing so. Because those

"other" Relay Services are most obviously focused on "sign language," there

is no way that they can properly serve individuals with Speech and/or Voice

disabiliti.;:s.



completely different communication disability of "hearing loss." This is wrong,

particularly since there is already a very knowledgeable and very skilled and

competent agency, "Speech Communication by Telephone, Inc." that has been

8



Respectfully submitted on behalf of, and with the agreement of, all submitters listed:

Board of Directors
Los Angeles Center for Independent Living, Inc. (LACIL)
Communication Disabilities Project Outreach
Mailing Address: 3520 Carmona Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90016
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1

~~ "'".)
4 Patrick Willianl Seamans, M.Arch., MSIPA, MS, Ph.D.
5 .. ' Founder and CEO: Coalition for Individuals with Speech and Voice Disabilities

Los Angeles, CA

6

7 Amicus, Inc.
and Amicus, Inc. Research Institute for Individuals with Communication Disabilities

.8 'PauletteRC1t&wdl, Ph.D., CEO
9 Mailing Address: 645 N Gardner St., Los Angeles, CA 90036

10

11

12
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14 WRAD, Inc.
.. BruceGross MA CEO, ,

15 PO Box 3211, Quartz Hill, CA 93586

And 45 Individuals with BOTH hearing and SPEECH disabilities who are early-
17 deafened and who have been trained to speak, but their speech is often "unclear" to

others -- and who do not wish to list their names because they have been attacked,
18 defamed, and otherwise harmed, very aggressively, by "ASLIDeaf Culture"

advocates who want them to "use ASL sign language" INSTEAD OF USING
19 THEIR OWN VOICE AND THEIR OWN WORDS fur communication with persons
20 in general society, and by others who CANNOT EVER BE "Revoicers" for persons

with speech disabilities and therefore do not want such persons to request DHH STS
21 .. Relay services and block such access whenever humanly possible - thus leaving these ..

people COMPLETELY UNABLE to use the telephone system through using THEIR
22 OWN voice and THEIR OWN speech. As a result of this, these persons must remain .
23 anonymous for their own peace and security, which is the reason WHY the FCC

never hears from these individuals. This should not be happening, but it is happening,
2 .. and the FCC should be fully aware of this situation. Such persons commonly now

utilize cocWeal' implant technologies, for which they are FURTHER attacked, defamed
25 and otherwise harmed by the individuals who are "advocating" (including advocating
26 to the FCC) fur "signing-based" Relay Services. These individuals, in actuality, are the

MAJORITY of persons within the deaf community, and include all individuals who are
'IJ . Late-Deafened Adults (who have normal speaking ability).
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